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What is the next step for receiving centers and youth services? Receiving centers and youth services
(RC&amp;YS) have been provided by state or local government in one form or another for many
years in Utah, and currently serve a unique niche in the continuum of programming provided by
the Division of Juvenile Justice Services (DJJS). They are a front-end service to treat youth and
families, with the aim of preventing youth from penetrating further into the DJJS system. Due to
tightened budgets and recent federal Medicaid changes, revisiting the service delivery model and
how RC&amp;YS are funded statewide is recommended. The Legislature has an opportunity during
the 2015 General Session, to provide important policy direction for RC&amp;YS and to solidify a
state-local partnership in funding them. With this state-local funding approach, the potential exists to
allocate state funds for RC&amp;YS more efficiently, and to expand their scope of service throughout
the state.

The Legislature has already begun taking the next step through both legislation and the
appropriations process in the 2013 and 2014 General Sessions. Legislative action taken during these
general sessions has initiated a transition from a state funded model to a state-local funding model
for RC&amp;YS. A summary explanation for this is due to the heavy utilization of RC&amp;YS by
local government entities. Local governments value these programs and have expressed a desire to
continue maintain them. Additionally, finding a stable funding model to support these programs is a
motivation for recent actions taken by the Legislature (see Section 1 in the Appendix for additional
detail).

Additional steps the Legislature can take for RC&amp;YS are:

• Audit RC&amp;YS for efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery and
use of appropriations.

• Determine best practices for service delivery and state-local funding
models.

• Solidify the state-local partnership for funding and service delivery by
adopting an official matching model.

• Pass legislation to establish best practices for service delivery and state-
local funding in statute.

Vantage Point Example

A potential state-local funding model is found in the Utah County receiving center -- Vantage Point.
Vantage Point is an added service to Wasatch Mental Health (WMH) -- the local mental health center
-- and is funded largely with Medicaid dollars available through WMH. The state does provide funding
for Vantage Point, but this amount is less than 50% of its operating budget (see Table 5 in Section
1 of the Appendix for a funding breakdown). If Utah County and the surrounding municipalities
contributed funding to Vantage Point, ongoing state funds could be used to support these services in
other areas. The state has 13 local mental health special service districts -- could the Vantage Point/
WMH model be a statewide model for RC&amp;YS?

The remainder of this newsletter reviews historical appropriations to RC&amp;YS, and summarizes
legislative action taken in recent general sessions to create a state-local partnership in funding them.
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Receiving Centers and Youth Services Budget Summary

DJJS budgets for RC&amp;YS are split - depending upon geography - between two line items, with
total spending at approximately $6.2 million dollars (FY 2013 budget). The State of Utah currently
funds about 94 FTEs to administer these programs and services at nine locations. Appropriations
for RC&amp;YS has been an item of discussion dating back to the 2008 2nd Special Session, when
federal Medicaid reductions and coinciding state budget reductions were being implemented (see
Section 1 in the Appendix for additional detail).

Since then, RC&amp;YS have been allocated one-time funds to aid in filling budget needs as the
aforementioned reductions have taken effect on operations. Some impacts at the state level include
the closing of a satellite program in Davis County, reduction in available beds at receiving centers,
and reduced hours of operation at a majority of locations. Table 1 below shows appropriations by
fiscal year since 2009.

2013 General Session and Interim

During the 2013 General Session, the Legislature passed S.B. 218, "Receiving Centers Funding
Amendments". This bill specifies that funding for RC&amp;YS "is intended to be broad based" and
include "federal grant money, local government money, and private donations." In addition to this
legislation, a $750,000 one-time appropriation was made to sustain service delivery in Blanding and
Cedar City through June 30, 2014. Accompanying intent language required an in-depth report on
current RC&amp;YS statewide.

In August of 2013, the Executive Offices and Criminal Justice Appropriations Subcommittee (EOCJ)
held an interim meeting where DJJS presented the intent language report, and RC&amp;YS were
discussed at length. One result of this interim meeting was the CCJJ working group assignment to
focus on funding models for that include local government participation.

2014 General Session

Discussions about RC&amp;YS continued in EOCJ's January 31 budget hearing during the 2014
General Session. On this day, the CCJJ working group presented its report focused on potential
funding models which include local government participation. Thirteen recommendations came out of
this report and are included in Section 2 in the Appendix.

As shown in Table 1 above, the Legislature appropriated a combination of ongoing and one-
time funding for RC&amp;YS to begin implementation of the CCJJ Working Group report
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recommendations in FY 2015. The Legislature also passed accompanying intent language with these
appropriations:

It is the intent of the Legislature that the $439,400 ongoing General Fund and $290,000 one-time
General Fund
appropriations to receiving centers and youth services for the FY 2015 budget, be used for
implementation
of recommendations 1, 8, 9, 11, and 13 contained in the CCJJ working group report titled "Youth
Services and
Receiving Centers Working Group Report.

Conclusion

The Legislature has initiated a state-local funding model for RC&amp;YS in the past two general
sessions. By funding RC&amp;YS with a state-local partnership, these programs and services can
potentially be expanded to a greater population in the state.

The nature of these programs and services creates numerous instances where cross-over treatment
and programming between DJJS, the Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS), and multiple
local government entities occurs -- Vantage Point/WMH in Utah County is an example. RC&amp;YS
fill a unique niche in the treatment of youth at the front end of Utah's DJJS model which can divert
youth from penetrating the system further - this is beneficial to the youth and their families, and also
less costly to the state. Local government entities have expressed concern over the prospect of
closing these programs in their communities.

For the optimal treatment of youth and betterment of their families, and for the efficient and effective
use of taxpayer dollars spent on juvenile justice in Utah, it is recommended that further steps be taken
by the Legislature to solidify recent actions taken in the 2013 and 2014 General Sessions and to
provide direction on how these programs will be operated in the future.

APPENDIX

Section 1. Receiving Centers and Youth Services Funding Breakdown

The table below is taken from the intent language report, prepared by DJJS, and subsequently
presented to EOCJ in its August 2013 interim meeting. It shows the multiple funding models currently
in place for receiving centers and youth services statewide.

FY 2013 Stats/Details

• Of the approximate $6.2 million budget, local governments contribute
less than $1 million, or about 15% of the funding for these programs
and services. Salt Lake County makes up 94% of local government
contributions statewide.

• Vantage Point (Provo/Utah County) has the most diverse funding mix of
all locations:

• Rather than a direct appropriation from a local government entity,
Provo's amount comes by way of the local mental health authority's
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state match contributions for Medicaid dollars and totals less than
one percent.

• State funding for Vantage Point is about 41% of total funding.
• Medicaid dollars are about 45% of total funding.
• Other federal grants are about 14% of total funding.

• Archway (Ogden/Weber County) does not receive any monetary
contributions from local government entities:

• About the same size as the Salt Lake County program - 95 percent
of the Salt Lake County budget

• The only contribution of in-kind donations statewide - valued at
$129,000.

• About 37% of youth admissions are from Davis County.
• About 41% of youth admissions to receiving centers statewide resulted

from local law enforcement officers dropping off youth at a facility.

Section 2. CCJJ Working Group Report
Recommendations

The CCJJ Working Group Report was presented to EOCJ during the 2014 General Session. The 13
recommendations from the report are included below. Recommendations 1, 8, 9, 10, and 11 were
included in intent language accompanying the Legislature's 2015 appropriation for receiving centers
and youth services.

1. Stabilize funding for Youth Services and Juvenile Receiving Centers (JRC) with on-going State
dollars as the budget allows.
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2. Repackage Youth Services and JRC to clearly identify the services provided.

3. Youth Services and JRC should develop new and diverse partnerships with local and state
organizations, including local mental health and substance abuse authorities.

4. An information campaign should be undertaken by JJS and local partners to ensure communities
are aware of services offered by Youth Services and JRC.

5. A formula for distributing state dollars is not recommended as each site varies in program
administration. State funding should be allocated based on the individual needs of each community.

6. Expand pick-up orders to Youth Services to include status offending youth who fail to comply with
probation orders. This would be in lieu of pick-up orders to detention and at the discretion of the
judge.

7. Pick-up orders to Youth Services should be offered wherever youth service beds are available.

8. Should match from local governments be necessary, it should be equitable and implemented over
three to five years. This would allow local communities to build capacity within their infrastructure and
budgets.

9. Agencies who bring youth from outside the JRC home county should contribute proportionally to
any match requirement.

10. Any data used in a formula should be averaged over at least three years to reduce year to year
volatility.

11. The Legislature should consider providing base funding plus local match to expand Juvenile
Receiving Centers and Youth Services to new communities.

12. Billing private insurance for services is not feasible for JJS and should not be done. However,
billing Medicaid and private insurance should be considered where partnerships with local mental
health and substance abuse authorities have been established and should be encouraged to expand
in areas where there are not current partnerships in place.

13. JJS should continue to gather and record detailed Youth Services and Receiving Center data.


